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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

This action is in response to Applicant's amendment filed October 31, 2007. Claims 17- 
28, 33-36 and 38-45 are pending in the present application. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1,114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this applicafion is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on October 31, 2007 has been entered. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on October 29, 2007 is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotafion of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
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such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 17, 22, 28, 33-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wolff (U.S. Patent No. 5,848,413) in view of Gormish (U.S. Patent No. 5,692,048) in view of 
Epstein (U.S. Patent No. 6,584,508), in view of Matsui (U.S. Patent No. 6,742,1 16)), in further 
view of Dozier (U.S. Patent No. 5,870,552). 

In considering claims 17, 22, and 28, Wolff discloses a system for publishing electronic 
documents on a network (see. Fig 7) comprising: 

a multifunction machine to supply multiple electronic documents (see Wolff col, 7, lines 

29-30); 

While Wolff discloses a multifunction machine for use in publishing documents on the 
Web, Wolff does not explicitly disclose wherein the muhifunction machine saves the electronic 
documents in the absence of an explicit command by a user to save the electronic documents and 
in response to another user specified fiinction associated with the electronic documents. 

Nonetheless, multifunction machines that performs user specified functions as wells as 
saving documents in the absence of an explicit command are well known as evidenced by 
Gormish. 

In similar art Gormish discloses a fax machine that automatically saves a certain number 
of faxes (See Gormish col. I, lines 46-49). It would have been obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the system as disclosed by Wolff to include the automatic 
archiving feature so that documents could be stored and filed without user intervention thereby 
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reducing time, costs, and error while providing for future search and retrieval of the documents. 
Therefore, the aforementioned limitations as they appear in claims 1, 14, 17, 22, and 28, above 
would have been obvious from the explicit teachings of Gormish. 

While Wolff discloses a gateway server that receives faxed images and transforms the 
images into documents for publication (See Wolff col. 7, lines 40-49), Wolff does not explicitly 
discloses wherein the gateway includes a content-based filter to transform one or more of the 
electronic documents to meet predetermined format and content based standards for publication 
over a network if one or more electronic documents do not meet the standards for publication. 

Nonetheless, a content-based filter that translates, modifies, and transforms documents or 
files for publication is well known in the art as evidenced by Epstein. In similar art Epstein 
discloses a content-based filter that performs any necessary content-based decision-making and 
modifies the files by performing sanitation (e.g., excising profanity or 'fizzing" data values (see 
Epstein col. 9, lines 7-21) as well as converting file into standard format (figures 6A and 6B, col. 
9, line 56 to col. 10, line 5). It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the gateway server disclosed by Wolff to include the content based filter as 
disclosed by Epstein in order to ensure that documents are reviewed prior to publications so that 
undesired information is not published over the network. Therefore, the aforementioned 
limitations as they appear in claims 1, 14, 17, 22, and 28, above would have been obvious from 
the explicit teachings of Epstein. 

While Wolff further discloses a server coupled to the filter, the server having a memory 
to store the electronic documents, the server permitting access to the electronic documents using 
a documents identifier (See Wolff col. 7, line 40-67 through col. 8, line 3; figure 7); Wolff does 
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not explicitly disclose authorization information to one or more recipients, the authorization 
information to enable the one or more recipients to access one or more of the subset of electronic 
documents. Nonetheless, a server that transmits authorization information to one or more 
recipients, the authorization information to enable the one or more recipients to access restricted 
information is well known as evidenced by Matsui. In similar art, Matsui discloses a server that 
creates new passwords (authorization information) and transmits the new passwords to each user 
terminals to enable access to a restricted area (col. 18, lines 47-52). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
system as disclosed by Wolff to include the step of the server permitting access to the electronic 
documents using a documents identifier as well as server transmitted authorization information 
in order to prevent unauthorized access to the electronic documents by only allowing invited 
users or those users that have received authorization information from the server. This security 
feature would also be advantageous in preventing the electronic documents from being retrieved 
by tm welcome users. Therefore, the claimed limitation would have been an obvious 
modification to the system disclosed by Wolff. 

Wolff does not explicitly teach wherein the server, automatically and in association with 
publication, causes the document identifier to be transmitted to one or more independent World 
Wide Web indexing services. Nonetheless, this feature is known in the art. In an analogous art, 
Dozier teaches a server that automatically causes the document identifier to be transmitted to one 
or more independent World Wide Web indexing services (abstract, col. 14, line 65 to col. 15, 
line 2; col. 16, lines 33-44). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art 
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would have been motivated to transmit document identifier to independent World Wide Web 
indexing services in order to facilitate search engine in retrieving specific web documents. 

In considering claims 30, 33-36, while the combined system of Wolff, Gormish, Epstein, 
and Matsui discloses a content based filter that performs sanitation (e.g. removing profanity), the 
system does not disclose removing confidential, pornographic, or violent material from one or 
more selected electronic documents. Nonetheless, Examiner takes official notice that one having 
ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the uses and advantages of additionally 
removing confidential, pornographic, or violent material if the one or more selected documents 
contain confidential, pornographic, or violent information to ensure that documents intended for 
publication do not include undesired information. 

In considering claims 38-39, 41-42, and 44-45 Wolff further discloses wherein the 
document identifier comprises a Universal Resource Locator (URL) corresponding to a 
published electronic document (See Wolff col. 7, lines 55-60). 

In considering claims 40, and 43, the combined system of Wolff, Gormish, Epstein, and 
Matsui further discloses wherein the authorization information comprises a user name and a 
password sent to an authorized user (see Matsui col. 18, lines 47-57). 
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Claims 18, 23 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wolff, Gormish, Epstein, Matsui and Dozier, in further view of Bauer (U.S. Patent No. 
6,188,673 hereinafter Bauer). 

In considering claims 18 and 23, Wolff disclose a system further comprising the network 
identifier comprises a Universal Resource Locator) has been sent from the server (See Wolff col. 
7, lines 55-62). 

In considering claim 27, although the system taught by Wolff discloses substantial 
features of the claimed invention it fails to disclose wherein the server generates a security key. 
However Wolff does disclose wherein the server allows access to the documents by creating an 
identifier/locator for the documents. Thus, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized the desirability generating a security key as well ms an identifier so that the server 
would not only allow access to the documents, but also authorized access to the documents. 
Therefore, the claimed limitation would have been an obvious modification to the system taught 
by Wolff 

Claims 19-21, and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wolff, Gormish, Epstein, Matsui and Dozier, in further view of Skarbo et al. (U.S. Patent No, 
6,3177,777 hereinafter, Skarbo). 

In considering claims 19-21, and 24-26, although the combined system of Wolff and 
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Bauer discloses substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose wherein the 
server deletes or prevents access to the documents based on certain conditions. The conditions 
being when an authorized user accesses the documents after the documents has been stored on 
the server for a predetermined amount of time, or if the documents had been accessed a 
predetermined number of times. Nonetheless, the auto-deletion of documents based on certain 
conditions is well knovm as evidenced by Skarbo. In similar art Skarbo discloses a system and 
method for web based storage and retrieval of documents wherein administrative options may be 
set pertaining to documents such as the auto-deletion after n days, displaying user access rates, 
and resources used (col. 7, lines 9-18). 

Thus given the teachings of Skarbo a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized the desirability to modify the combined system of Wolff and Bauer to include the 
maintenance options, described above, so that the publisher of the documents would have control 
over the documents' accessibility. Therefore, the claimed limitations would have been obvious 
modifications to the combined system of Wolff and Bauer. 



Response to A rguments 

Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

In response to Applicant's argument that the references do no teach causing the document 
identifier to be- transmitted to one or more independent World Wide Web indexing services, the 
PTO respectfully disagrees and submits that this is taught by Dozier combined with the rest of 
the references as cited above. Col. 16, lines 33-44 of Dozier discloses that the WAN document 
referenced in a database may preferably be located in anywhere in the WAN. The WAN- 
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compatible URL need not store locally. It is also noted that multiple indexing views and forms 
covering the same documents are possible. The fact that it is stored anyw^here in WAN implies 
that it is its indexing service is independent. 

In response to Applicant's argument that Epstein do not disclose format-and content- 
based standards transformation of documents, the PTO submits that this is taught in figures 6A 
and 6B as well as their corresponding description in col. 9, line 56 to col. 10, line 5 of Epstein. 
Specifically, the cited area discloses converting a file into a standard format as well as content- 
based standard. 

Conclusion 

It is noted that the column, line, and/or page number citations used in the prior art 
references as applied by the Examiner to the claimed invention are for the convenience of the 
Applicant to represent the relevant teachings of the prior art. The prior art references may contain 
further teachings and/or suggestions that may further distinguish the citations applied to the 
claims, therefore, the Applicant should consider the entirety of these prior art references during 
the process of responding to this Office Action. It is further noted that any alternative and non- 
preferred embodiments as taught and/or suggested within the prior art references also constitute 
prior art and the prior art references may be relied upon for all the teachings would have 
reasonably suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art. See MPEP 2123. 

The prior art listed in the PTO-892 form included with this Office Action disclose 
methods, systems, and apparatus similar to those claimed and recited in the specification. The 
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Examiner has cited these references to evidence the level and/or knowledge of one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made, to provide support for universal facts and the 
technical reasoning for the rejections made in this Office Action including the Examiner's 
broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims as required by MPEP 2111 and to evidence the 
plain meaning of any terms not defined in the specification that are interpreted by the Examiner 
in accordance with MPEP 21 1 1.01. The Applicant should consider these cited references when 
preparing a response to this Office Action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alina N. Boutah whose telephone number is 571-272-3908. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (9:00 am - 5:00 pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan Flynn can be reached on 571-272-1915. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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